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earned patent term adjustment. See 37 CFR 1 .704(b). 

Status 

1 )KI Responsive to communication(s) filed on 17 December 2007 . 
2a )^ This action is FINAL. 2b)D This action is non-final. 

3) D Since this application is in condition for allowance except for formal matters, prosecution as to the merits is 

closed in accordance with the practice under Ex parte Quayle, 1935 CD. 11, 453 O.G. 213. 

Disposition of Claims 

4) ^ Claim(s) 1-28 and 30-33 is/are pending in the application. 

4a) Of the above claim(s) is/are withdrawn from consideration. 

5) E3 Claim(s) 4.5.7. 10-14. 19.20 and 23-27 is/are allowed. 

6) E] Claim(s) 1-3.6.8.9. 15-18.21.22.28 and 30-33 is/are rejected. 

7) 0 Claim(s) is/are objected to. 

8) D Claim(s) are subject to restriction and/or election requirement. 

Application Papers 

9) Q The specification is objected to by the Examiner. 

10) ^ The drawing(s) filed on 31 December 2003 is/are: a)^ accepted or b)D objected to by the Examiner. 

Applicant may not request that any objection to the drawing(s) be held in abeyance. See 37 CFR 1.85(a). 
Replacement drawing sheet(s) including the correction is required if the drawing(s) is objected to. See 37 CFR 1.121(d). 

1 1) D The oath or declaration is objected to by the Examiner. Note the attached Office Action or form PTO-152. 

Priority under 35 U.S.C. § 119 

12) D Acknowledgment is made of a claim for foreign priority under 35 U.S.C. § 119(a)-(d) or (f). 
a)D All b)D Some * c)D None of: 

1 .□ Certified copies of the priority documents have been received. 

20 Certified copies of the priority documents have been received in Application No. . 

3.Q Copies of the certified copies of the priority documents have been received in this National Stage 
application from the International Bureau (PCT Rule 17.2(a)). 
* See the attached detailed Office action for a list of the certified copies not received. 
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DETAILED ACTION 

Information Disclosure Statement 

The information disclosure statement (IDS) submitted on 12/17/2007 was filed 
after the mailing date of the office action on 9//1 1/2007. The submission is in 
compliance with the provisions of 37 CFR 1 .97. Accordingly, the information disclosure 
statement is being considered by the examiner. 

The IDS was a compilation of office actions of copending application 10/826614. 
It appears that the double patenting issue had been addressed in the copending 
application by cancelling all the conflicting claims. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC §102 

The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs of 35 U.S.C. 102 that 
form the basis for the rejections under this section made in this Office action: 

A person shall be entitled to a patent unless - 

(e) the invention was described in (1 ) an application for patent, published under section 1 22(b), by 
another filed in the United States before the invention by the applicant for patent or (2) a patent 
granted on an application for patent by another filed in the United States before the invention by the 
applicant for patent, except that an international application filed under the treaty defined in section 
351(a) shall have the effects for purposes of this subsection of an application filed in the United States 
only if the international application designated the United States and was published under Article 21(2) 
of such treaty in the English language. 

Claims 1-3, 6,8-9,15-18, 21-22, 28 and 30-33 are rejected under 35 
U.S.C. 102(e) as being anticipated by Rose-Pehrsson et al. (USPN 7,034,701). 

With regards to claims 1 and 16, Rose-Pehrsson et al. (USPN 7,034,701) 
teaches a system and a computer implemented method of identifying events in a 
process, comprising: 



Application/Control Number: 10/750,222 Page 3 

Art Unit: 2863 

running a principal component analysis (Col. 5, lines 61-62)model on sensor 

data from the process;(col. 5, line 25)(col. 6, lines 14-15) 

calculating statistics related to the model; (col. 6, lines 8-10 & 42-44) 
determining if an event(fire) is occurring; (Col. 7, lines 43-45) and 
finding a nearest cluster of bad actors related to the event to identify the event. 

(Col. 6, lines 16-27) 

storing the found nearest cluster of bad actors in a storage device. (col. 7, lines 25- 

26) 

It should be noted that the term "bad actors" & "event" has not been explicitly 
defined in the specification, and is therefore given the broadest reasonable 
interpretation. 

With regards to claim 30, Rose-Pehrsson et al.. (USPN 7,034,701) teaches a 
system and a computer implemented method of identifying events in a process, 
comprising: 

running a principal component analysis (Col. 5, lines 61-62)model on sensor 

data from the process;(col. 5, line 25)(col. 6, lines 14-15) 

calculating statistics related to the model; (col. 6, lines 8-10 & 42-44) 
determining if an event(fire) is occurring (Col .7, lines 43-45) as a function of one 

or more process states being outside of a normal range (col. 6, lines 38-41 ) and 

finding a nearest cluster of bad actors related to the event to identify the process 

event. (Col. 6, lines 16-27) 
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storing the found nearest cluster of bad actors in a storage device. (col. 7, lines 25- 

26) 

With regards to claim 31 , Rose-Pehrsson et al. (USPN 7,034,701) teaches a 
computer implemented method of identifying events in a process, the method 
comprising: 

running a principal component analysis model (Col. 5, lines 61-62) on a computer 
on sensor data representative of multiple process parameters in the process; (col. 5, 
line 25)(col.6, lines 14-15) 

calculating statistics related to the model; (col. 6, lines 8-10 & 42-44) 

determining if an event is occurring in the process; (Col. 7, lines 43-45) and 

finding a nearest cluster of bad actors related to the event to identify the event, 
(Col. 6, lines 16-27) wherein an event consists of one or more process parameters 
being out of a normal range in one or more parts of the process, (col. 3, lines 50-54) 

With regards to claims 2 and 17, Rose-Pehrsson et al. (USPN 7,034,701) 
teaches a nearest cluster of bad actors comprises comparing the bad actor vectors to 
known clusters in a library of clusters for bad actors. (Col. 2, lines 9-20) 

With regards to claims 3 and 18, Rose-Pehrsson et al. (USPN 7,034,701) 
teaches identifying a sequence of cluster matches; and correlating the sequence of 
cluster matches to known events, (col.6, lines 15-27) 

With regards to claim 6, Rose-Pehrsson et al. (USPN 7,034,701) teaches a 
cluster is limited to a predetermined number of bad actors, (col. 3, lines 37-40) 
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With regards to claims 8 and 21, Rose-Pehrsson et al. (USPN 7,034,701) 
teaches the statistics comprise Q (residual error) and 12 (unusual variance)(Col. 3, line 
63-67). 

With regards to claims 9 and 22, Rose-Pehrsson et al. (USPN 7,034,701) 
teaches using a scoring scheme to identify top contributors of bad actors. (Col. 6, lines 
12-15) 

With regards to claims 15 and 28, Rose-Pehrsson et al. (USPN 7,034,701) 
teaches the feature scoring scheme is based on rank, value, and percent of contribution 
to a Q-residual sensor to identify a relative importance. (Col. 6, lines 10-41) 

With regards to claim 32, Rose-Pehrsson et al. (USPN 7,034,701) teaches 
multiple process parameters are out of normal range, (col. 3 lines 42-45) 

With regards to claim 33, Rose-Pehrsson et al. (USPN 7,034,701) teaches one 
or more process parameters are measured by multiple sensors. (1 10;figure 1) 
Allowable Subject Matter 

Claims 4-5,7,10-14, 19-20 and 23-27 are objected to as being dependent upon a 
rejected base claim, but would be allowable if rewritten in independent form including all 
of the limitations of the base claim and any intervening claims. 

The following is a statement of reasons for the indication of allowable subject matter: 

Regarding claims 4-5,7, 11-14,1 9-20 and 24-27: 

The primary reason for the allowance of claims 4 and 1 9 is the inclusion of the 
method steps of: determining if a cluster needs to be split when new bad actors are 
added; and splitting the cluster into two clusters using a goodness of fit algorithm. It is 
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this/these features found in the claim(s), as they are claimed in the combination that has 
not been found, taught or suggested by the prior art of record, which makes this/these 
claim(s) allowable over the prior art. 

The primary reason for the allowance of claims 5 and 20 is the inclusion of the 
method steps of: determining if a new event category is encountered; and broadening 
limits for the sequence of clusters. It is this/these features found in the claim(s), as they 
are claimed in the combination that has not been found, taught or suggested by the 
prior art of record, which makes this/these claim(s) allowable over the prior art. 

The primary reason for the allowance of claim 7 is the inclusion of the method 
steps of: predetermined number of bad actors is ten. It is this feature found in the claim, 
as it is claimed in the combination that has not been found, taught or suggested by the 
prior art of record, which makes this claim allowable over the prior art. 

The primary reason for the allowance of claims 10 and 23 is the inclusion of: the 
feature scoring scheme is based on rank, value, and percent of contribution to a Q- 
residual sensor to identify a relative importance. It is this/these features found in the 
claim(s), as they are claimed in the combination that has not been found, taught or 
suggested by the prior art of record, which makes this/these claim(s) allowable over the 
prior art. 

Claim 5 is allowed due to their dependency on claim 4. 
Claims 11-14 are allowed due to their dependency on claim 1 0. 
Claim 20 is allowed due to their dependency on claim 19. 
Claims 24-27 are allowed due to their dependency on claim 23. 
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Any comments considered necessary by applicant must be submitted no later 
than the payment of the issue fee and, to avoid processing delays, should preferably 
accompany the issue fee. Such submissions should be clearly labeled "Comments on 
Statement of Reasons for Allowance." 

Response to Arguments 
Applicant's arguments filed 12/17/2007 have been fully considered but they 
are not persuasive. 

Applicant is reminded that during patent examination, the pending claims 
must be "given the broadest reasonable interpretation consistent with the 
specification." Applicant always has the opportunity to amend the claims during 
prosecution, and broad interpretation by the examiner reduces the possibility that the 
claim, once issued, will be interpreted more broadly than is justified. In re Prater, 415 
F.2d 1393, 1404-05, 162 USPQ 541, 550-51 (CCPA 1969). 

While the meaning of claims of issued patents are interpreted in light of the 
specification, prosecution history, prior art and other claims, this is not the mode of 
claim interpretation to be applied during examination. During examination, the claims 
must be interpreted as broadly as their terms reasonably allowed. This means that 
the words of the claim must be given their plain meaning unless applicant has 
provided a clear definition in the specification. In re Zletz, 893 F.2d 319, 321, 13 
USPQ2d 1320, 1322 (Fed. Cir. 1989). 

In this instance applicant argues that the prior art of record does not disclose 
finding a cluster of bad actors or any type of data. (Col. 6, lines 16-27) The claims 
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clearly read on the Rose-Pehrsson et al. reference. Specifically the cited portion 
teaches cluster analysis to investigate natural groupings of data. 

Conclusion 

THIS ACTION IS MADE FINAL. Applicant is reminded of the extension of time 
policy as set forth in 37 CFR 1 .136(a). 

A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is set to expire THREE 
MONTHS from the mailing date of this action. In the event a first reply is filed within 
TWO MONTHS of the mailing date of this final action and the advisory action is not 
mailed until after the end of the THREE-MONTH shortened statutory period, then the 
shortened statutory period will expire on the date the advisory action is mailed, and any 
extension fee pursuant to 37 CFR 1 .136(a) will be calculated from the mailing date of 
the advisory action. In no event, however, will the statutory period for reply expire later 
than SIX MONTHS from the mailing date of this final action. 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Aditya S. Bhat whose telephone number is 571-272- 
2270. The examiner can normally be reached on M-F between 9-5:30. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, John Barlow can be reached on 571-272-2269. The fax phone number for 
the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 
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Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 

Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 

published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 

Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 

For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 

you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 

Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). 

/Aditya Bhat/ 4/1 3/2008 /John E Barlow Jr./ 

Supervisory Patent Examiner, Art 
Examiner, Art Unit 2863 Unit 2863 



